




Defined here, de facto refuse includes (a) artifacts deposited in their original use 
location (South’s in situ refuse), such as objects resting on the floor of a burned 
building (South 1977:50); and (b) objects accidentally lost during use (South’s 
primary de facto refuse).  Primary and secondary refuse definitions follow Schiffer 
(1972).  Primary refuse refers to materials deposited at location of use while 
secondary refuse is simply primary refuse that has been removed from its use location 
and redeposited in another locale. 

The identification of displaced refuse is critical when undertaking an urban 
archaeological investigation.  Displaced refuse is defined, following South (1977), 
as primary or secondary refuse that has been culturally or naturally redeposited to a 
new location.  Rural historic sites differ from urban historic sites in a number of 
ways, but perhaps the most obvious difference is intensity of land use.  Urban 
historic sites tend to be restricted to relatively small, well bounded lots, and a 
great deal of effort is normally expended on those lots to make them more habitable 
through time.  This means that irregularities in the terrain tend to be either cut or 
filled, with both cutting and filling evident within some lots.  The terrain 
modifications that occur on almost all urban lots often are accomplished with 
imported fill material if filling is conducted.  Therefore, artifacts found in that 
fill did not necessarily come from within the household of the lot occupants, and 
such artifacts may not be attributed to specific individuals or households.  Since 
the artifacts in obvious fill levels are often of suspicious origin, most such levels 
are classified as displaced refuse. 

A second type of displaced refuse results from ground disturbances.  Activities such 
as construction, original excavation of features, and vandalism can destroy the 
stratigraphy in a localized portion of a site and obscure the relationships of the 
artifacts contained in the disturbance.  Since the stratigraphic relationships of 
such artifacts are often obscured, they are also placed in a displaced refuse 
category.  It is generally recognized that at times it is difficult to distinguish 
between displaced refuse and other refuse contexts, but the delineation is a critical 
factor in analysis of urban historical sites. 

In Wilmington, primary and secondary refuse deposits would be most likely to survive 
in existing rear yard areas.  Cellar holes and foundations were not considered likely 
to contain such deposits, but would contain displaced refuse.  Fill deposits, i.e. 
displaced refuse, were also not considered to hold analytical utility for addressing 
the research questions.  For the most part, deposits interpreted as fill consisted of 
the mottled tan/red/grey Cretaceous clay which underlies much of the city.  Although 
cultural material was often included in these deposits, the source of these artifacts 
could not be determined.  These fill deposits served to level uneven or sloping 
ground surfaces, to raise low areas above the water table, and to provide a base for 
pavements.  Such deposits were also sometimes found as a cap on refuse-filled 
features, such as privies and cisterns.  Demolition rubble was another type of 
displaced refuse which was not considered to be analytically useful.  Demolition 
rubble in the Wilmington Boulevard Project area dated to the last two to three 
decades and was, therefore, not of interest. 
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PLATE 5 - f'.REA A FEATURE NUMBER 18 







PLATE 6 - AREA B LOOKING TO THE SOUTH 

PLATE 7 - AREA B, TERRACE EXCAVATIONS LOOKING TO THE WEST 
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PLATE 9 '- AnEI!l B CLOSE-UP TERRACE EXCAVATIONS, WITH FEATURE N~JM\3t::R 1 
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PLATE 11 - AREA E- AERIAL OF EXCAVATIONS 
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PLATE 12 - AREA E. BACKHOE TRENCHING 
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